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1. The US delegation of the US/USSR Working Group on Science Policv 

recently visited the USSR. It „„ difficult to dlsce" erlc!lv vhet 

rssesrrrv "" Ms pt ° gm ^ 

11 ° f C0lnnitment the US side. Ac times the Soviets 

S5 2“ “• ”• certain th.e.clves ehet 

lr,ll !! f h exchange. For example, in an attempt to give 
so_ structure to the general exchange and provide checks on the 

which nro S aS /j devel °P’ the US side presented an agenda of items 
which proposed end papers and case studies. The Soviets agreed to the 

lilfnot'bi SL ir t StUdleS WU n nOC bC d ° ne Unt11 1976 ’ and the US slde 

data. b bl monltor the quality of either the research or the 

2. Prior to this meeting, the US and Soviet sides exchanged a list of 
questions with the agreement that there would be at least a five-page 

’ SToLe 0 e3 l h qUeSti ° n - S1Xt6en ° f the Soviet answer ^consist ed^of 6 

lit is°from Jhe^USSR ILZ™ ^ “ P * 1 f ™ J LyChenko Iphonetic] 
” r ° n * he USSR State committee on Science and Technology It 

ppears as though the answers were not done by the members of the USSR 

delegation but by lower-level subordinates within the sS Com-nU^'f 
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the st ZSi' 1 formulating their answers, it does not appear that 
other Soviet ^ °“ ^ expertlse or adv *« of 
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w!uT!L°n tHe US delegation privately expressed their dissatisfaction 

E, ufzxx* 

gates to write a formal complaint. When he was told that the US aide 
wanted to avoid harping about Soviet deficiencies in this rlspelt 

either S3 l d that l he US answers did not meet Soviet expectations ’ 
that the Jrr a “ entioned that the Soviets could not believe 

J!“! 1 \ d °! S n0t h3Ve 3 list of national priority projects. The 
e s now t at the US annually budgets enormous sums of money, but 
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they presume these funds are allocated to a series of projects in a 
descending order of priorities. The idea that separate agencies line 
up their own programs or that personnel involved in precision tech- 
nologies form aggregate or separate special programs rather than one 
kind of optimal program is foreign to the Soviet mentality. Ivanov 
also accused the US side of nitpicking over the language used in the 
joint protocol issued at the end of the meeting. To the Soviets, the 
US side gave the impression of not being serious about the trip and 
Interested only in getting a formal document to take home to justify 
the expense of the trip to their superiors. 

4. During the meetings* the Soviets maintained their official pose and 
avoided relating to their US counterparts on a personal level. Soviet 
perceptions of the US side differed among individual Soviets depending 
on his background. Ivanov seems to have status as some kind of special- 
ist on the US although he is not an expert on US science. He has an 
economic background and spent about five years at the UN. He was even 

a "China watcher*' for a while. Oleg Ivanovich Larichev" , an expert on 
management decision-making from the Institute of Control Problems is 
another US affairs specialist on the Soviet delegation. 

5. The Soviets were hesitant to reveal the degree of authority which the 
USSR State Committee cn S&T has, or its exact relationship to other 
Soviet institutions. When asked to define the Committee's relation- 
ship to the Central Committee the Soviets declined comment. Therefore, 
the degree of authority which the State Committee on S&T wields is 
questionable. The Committee has conflicts with the ministries on one 
side and with the Academy of Sciences on the other. Although the 
Committee perceives the ministries and academic institutes as adver- 
saries in some respects, it also works very closely with them. 

6. In the midst of their visit, the US delegates were hustled off to 
Tbilisi, Georgia, with the vague impression that the Soviets wanted to 
get them off their hands for a few days. While in Georgia they visited 
a champagne factory and met with representatives of the Georgian State 
Committee for Science and Technology which is the only state committee 
for S&T on the repub Lie level in the USSR. It has no formal links 
with the USSR State Committee ♦ for S&T in Moscow. The Soviets are 
presently toying with the idea of forming other state committees of 
S&T on the republic level. 

£ Headquarters Comment: CRS records show a reference to an Ivan 
Lyashenko at the State Committee for Science & Technology. / 
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